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104th Congress March 19, 1996, 2:43 p.m.

2nd Session Vote No. 38 Page S-2279 Temp. Record
OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS/D.C. Abortion Funding
SUBJECT: Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, Il . . . H.R. 3019. Boxer/Murray amendment No. 3508 to the Hatfield
modified substitute amendment No. 3466.
ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 45-55
SYNOPSIS: As introduced, H.R. 3019, the Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, Il, will make rescissions and will provic

appropriations for fiscal year 1996 for the five regular appropriations bills that have not yet been signed into |
(three of those bills have been vetoed, one has been stalled by a Senate Democratic filibuster on its conference reploats and c
been stalled by a Senate Democratic filibuster against even beginning its consideration).

The Hatfield modified substitute amendment contains the text of S. 1594, as reported, which is the Senate's versian of the
The amendment would increase spending by $1.2 billion over the House-passed amount, and would create a $4.8 hillion contin
fund to accommodate part of the additional $8 billion in spending requested by President Clinton (funds would not bentitleased
a budget agreement between the President and Congress was enacted; President Clinton did not ask for or identify any me
paying for his increased spending proposals). As amended, the contingency fund was reduced (see vote Nos. 27 and 37).

The Boxer/Murray amendmentwould permit the District of Columbia Government to use local funds to pay for abortions for
any reason. Further, the amendment would allow the District to use Federal funds to pay for an abortion in any caseen whic
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest and any in case in which the life of the mother was endangered by the pregnéiedy. (As d
the bill will only permit the District's funding of abortion, using local or Federal funds, under the rape/incest/life-ottibe-m
exceptions.)

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The Federal Government already has strict limits on the use of Federal Medicaid funds to pay for abortions. However
restrictions are placed on State and local Governments using their own funds to pay for abortions. Each jurisdictios deaides it

(See other side)
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policy for itself. This bill will change that policy for one city in America--the District of Columbia. It makes no sense toniea

rule for the District and a different rule for the other 19,099 cities in America. Further, we note that many of the Senafipese

the Boxer amendment are among those Senators who frequently talk about how we need to reduce the size and power of the Federal
Government. These Senators are being inconsistent by now saying that the District has no business deciding how it svill spend it
own money. Many Senators oppose the right to choose, but the fact remains that it is a constitutionally protected ratyt. If any

or State decides that it wants to pay for abortions, the Federal Government should not interfere. Therefore, the Boxet amendmen
should be adopted.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

Senators who are perplexed as to the difference between the District of Columbia and other cities in America should read the
Constitution. Article |, section 8, gives Congress exclusive legislative responsibility for the District. Public law 9&1k88)¢h
rule law, is only consistent with this constitutional mandate because it charges Congress with the responsibility fqurib&appro
of all funds for our Nation's Capital. Members have a sworn duty to uphold the Constitution, and the Constitution gives them
responsibility for approving or disapproving every item in the District's budget, whether paid for with Federal fundy oailsmell
funds. Some Senators may disagree with the Constitution; they may wish to make the District a State. Most Americans oppose D.C.
statehood, but our colleagues are free to try to change their minds. Until such time as the constitutional status of tharigjesi
however, we will not shirk our responsibility to oversee the District of Columbia's budget.

In approving its budget, we are not about to endorse using Federal funds to pay for abortion-on-demand, which is exactly the
policy that would be advanced by the Boxer amendment. The distinction drawn by the amendment between Federal and local funds
is meaningless because money is fungible--any Federal funds that are given and spent on other purposes just free ufpmore funds
the District to spend on abortions. The distinction is made even smaller in this case because the District is brokaatitthas spe
money, and needs Federal funds to avoid declaring bankruptcy. No portion of any funds that are given should be used to pay for
abortion-on-demand.

We, like most Americans, strongly oppose public funding of abortions except in extreme circumstances. We further recognize
that is our constitutional duty as Members to determine the District's budget. In exercising that duty, we will not vatein fav
allowing the District to pay for abortion-on-demand. We therefore urge the rejection of the Boxer amendment.



